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defense modernization options. Missile
proliferation has introduced an imme-
diate threat to American uniformed
personnel stationed abroad, and
brought to the fore the prospect of bal-
listic missile attack on the United
States as a real possibility within the
next 5 to 7 years.

China, Russia, and North Korea each
have well-armed missiles capable of
striking parts or all of the United
States, and other nations, such as Iran,
may possess similar technology in the
not too distant future.

This new setting has led some to call
for a new strategic synthesis and a doc-
trinal requirement to, in the words of
Michael Krepon, and I quote, ‘‘reduce
the dangers from missiles and weapons
of mass destruction in the uncertain
period ahead.”

Still, the view of the threat from
abroad should not create a threat from
within. An effort must be made to
avoid strategic decisions that might
antagonize our international competi-
tors and/or partners, leading them to
adopt a posture even more belligerent
in nature. Krepon suggests, and I
quote, ‘“The net effect of missile de-
ployments should be to reinforce reduc-
tions in nuclear forces, reassure allies,
support nonproliferation partners, and
reduce the salience of missiles and
weapons of mass destruction.”

Thus, the threat to America should
be viewed holistically. It should be
viewed with an eye receptive to the
benefits of negotiation, diplomacy, and
arms reduction possibilities, mindful of
adversarial intent. The possibility of a
threat does not necessarily deem it
likely. Whereas missile threats to the
United States and allies indeed exist
and are likely to increase, other
threats also remain. America, there-
fore, should invest in a force structure
commensurate with likely threats.
Above all, consideration of missile de-
fense systems must not acquire a 21st
century Maginot Line mentality.

Calls for nonpartisanship respecting
an issue are generally rhetorical and
strategic in nature as regards their po-
litical origin. Missile doctrine made
manifest in congressional policy, how-
ever, cries out for just that approach.
No other defense posture is as pregnant
with controversy and potential for bit-
ter political conflict. The costs of com-
mitment alone set off warning bells
throughout the budget spectrum. Dis-
cussion can rapidly descend into con-
frontation and accusation if we do not
pledge to bring serious, sober consider-
ation and resolution to the table. What
is needed presently is the equivalent of
a congressional deep breath.

We need to remember the various
missile launch scenarios are abstract
evaluations and the solutions promul-
gated in response are visions, for the
most part, still on paper and in the
mind’s eye.

Missiles, offensive or defensive, are
at best a technological answer to a
military question, not a diplomatic an-
swer to a question of negotiation.
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International diplomacy and national
policy remain an art, not a science.
Science is fixed and immutable in its
consequence, while art, as Andy
Warhol said, is what one can get away
with.

Congress must guard against allow-
ing missile defense systems becoming
the policy, allowing the technology, in
effect, to develop its own psychology.
There is gradually being created in the
United States a burgeoning military
and corporate apparatus dependent in
large measure on missile defense to ra-
tionalize its existence.

It is imperative, therefore, that the
Congress assess the role of missile de-
fense policy in the overall context of
national security and economic sta-
bility. The issues are real. The respon-
sibility is ours.

——

MISSILE DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, it is
no secret that missile defense is per-
haps one of the most significant na-
tional security issues facing the House
this year. How our country decides to
pursue reducing that specific threat af-
fects how much we will be able to
spend on other aspects of defense, how
we will deal with our friends and allies,
and how America participates in shap-
ing the world.

I do not oppose missile defense. Nei-
ther do many Democrats. But I believe,
as with any aspect of national security,
that our expenditure should be propor-
tional to the threat posed.

My friend, the gentleman from Ha-
waii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE), has laid out
some very sound principles by which I
believe we should proceed in consid-
ering our system, and that is a signifi-
cant one.

Reducing the missile threat should
be a cooperative undertaking involving
the United States, nations that wish us
well, and nations that do not. Every
missile not built is one we do not have
to defend against.

Developing our policy should also be
a cooperative process, Madam Speaker.
I hope the President will work with
Congress in that effort. This is an area
where I can assure the President that a
bipartisanship is possible.

I look forward to hearing from the
expert, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), and I also com-
pliment the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE) on his seminal work
in this area. I thank him for that.

Let me speak first about the threat
as it involves military intelligence.
Missile defense, if nothing else, is at
the terminal end of military oper-
ations. Its use represents a failure to
deter, and perhaps, more to the point,
a missed opportunity to have assessed
accurately intentions and activity of a
potential enemy.
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There is no substitute, and I will re-
peat it, there is no substitute for com-
prehensive intelligence-gathering and
analysis if the preventative value of
missile defense is to be maximized.

Now, there are several points that
should be brought out that can be
termed as principles on missile defense.
The deployment of missile defense sys-
tems to protect our country and its in-
terests is a decision that should be con-
sidered in the following context.

First, missile defense investment
must be measured in relation to other
military requirements.

Missile defense must counter a cred-
ible threat.

Missile defense will require an inte-
grated, fully-funded military and intel-
ligence effort, and I will repeat, that
reliability and timely intelligence is
critical to the success of any missile
defense system.

Missile defense must be proven to
work through rigorous, realistic test-
ing prior to any final deployment deci-
sions. In other words, it has to work.

Missile defense must improve overall
United States national security. This
is fundamentally a question as to
whether deploying defenses will en-
courage opponents to deploy counter-
offenses, encouraging in the process a
global missile proliferation race.

Missile defense must be deployed
with an understanding that those bene-
fiting from its protection will share in
its costs. That is, if the benefits of a
missile defense system are extended to
share with American allies in Europe
or elsewhere, equitable burden-sharing
arrangements need to be made.

Finally, deployment of missile de-
fense will be debated in relation to the
provisions of the antiballistic missile
defense system.

Madam Speaker, the whole issue of
missile defense will be a serious issue
this year. The President is making a
statement regarding that later today.
It is an area where bipartisanship is
needed. It is an area that I feel very
certain that bipartisanship will hap-
pen, but we need to be thorough and
not rush to judgment and do something
that is wrong or inaccurate, or some-
thing that does not work or meets the
threats that are obviously apparent.

Again, let me commend our friend,
the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE), on his efforts. I look forward
to hearing our friend, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), who
has done a great deal of work in this
area.

——————

SUPPORTING THE PRESIDENT’S
MISSILE DEFENSE INITIATIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
the President’s announced speech to
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move forward with missile defense for
this country.

It is outrageous to me, and it should
be to our colleagues, Madam Speaker,
that 10 years after 28 young Americans
came home in body bags from Desert
Storm, that we still do not have a
highly effective theater missile defense
system to protect our troops.
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We have made some progress. We
have pushed the PAC3 system, to the
extent now where it is about to be de-
ployed. We have made progress on the
THAAD program, having had success-
ful intercepts three times. We have had
success in our Navy areawide program.

The Israelis have had success with
the Arrow program. We are now mov-
ing together with them on the theater
high energy laser program, which of-
fers promising potential for us. We are
working with the Europeans, particu-
larly the Germans and Italians on the
Medium Extended Area Defense Sys-
tem, or MEADs.

We are making progress, but we still
have not had the success that we need.
I am convinced that part of that is be-
cause for the past 8 years we had no
consensus and leadership from the
White House pushing this country on
military defense as John Kennedy chal-
lenged America to land on the moon in
1960, and 9 years later we did it.

Madam Speaker, all of that is chang-
ing today, as the highest elected offi-
cial in our country comes out solidly in
favor of missile defense as a resource
for defending our people.

Now, some would say, well, why do
we worry about missiles when a ter-
rorist can take a truck bomb and do
the same thing? Well, we are concerned
about terrorists activities. In fact, that
is why in our committee we have
plussed up funding for work-related to
chemical and biological terrorism sig-
nificantly over the past several years;
but the fact is the weapon of choice by
Saddam Hussein to kill 28 young Amer-
icans was not a truck bomb. It was, in
fact, a low-complexity SCUD missile
that sent those young Americans, half
of them from my State, back home in
body bags to be buried by their fami-
lies.

Some say we cannot rush to judg-
ment on national missile defense, and I
can tell my colleagues what the Presi-
dent is going to offer is a layers ap-
proach, much like we have advocated,
where we deploy those quickest pos-
sible technologies that are proven and
tested to give us some short-term capa-
bility.

I say it is about time that we begin
deploying technologies that can assist
us. Some of our colleagues will say,
wait a minute, the Russians will be
backed into a corner. I say that is hog-
wash. Yes, the Russians do not trust us
today.

Madam Speaker, I would say if I were
a Russian today, I would not trust
America either on missile defense, be-
cause three times in the last 10 years,
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we have publicly rebuked Russia on co-
operation of missile defense. The first
was after Boris Yeltsin in 1992 accepted
George Bush’s challenge to work to-
gether, and we began the Ross-
Mamedov between our State Depart-
ment and the Russian Ministry of For-
eign Affairs.

In 1993, when Bill Clinton came into
office, he abruptly canceled those
talks. That sent a signal to Russia, we
do not want you involved. The second
time was in 1996, when the only cooper-
ative missile defense program between
this country and Russia, the Ramos
project, was canceled by the Clinton
administration.

It was only because CARL LEVIN, peo-
ple like the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON), the gentleman from Ha-
waii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE), and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) went to war with the White
House that we were able to reinvigo-
rate the Ramos program and Kkeep it
alive, but the signal was sent to Russia
we do not want to work with you.

The third example was in 1997, at a
time where almost everyone says the
ABM treaty needed to be flexible. The
administration sent its negotiators to
Geneva to negotiate two outrageous
protocols that would actually tighten
up the ABM treaty. One would create
demarcation between theater and na-
tional missile defense artificial dif-
ferentiation, the other would be
multilateralization of the treaty.

The administration knew that nei-
ther the House or the Senate, espe-
cially the Senate would ratify those
protocols, but they convinced the Rus-
sians that that was our position. Even
though the Constitution requires the
administration to submit those kinds
of changes to the Senate for their ad-
vice and the consent for 3 years, the
administration never did that, because
they knew the Senate would not ratify
them.

The Russians for the third time were
tricked in their mind, tricked into be-
lieving that America really was serious
about cooperating with them.

When the Duma included those two
protocols, the part of START II ratifi-
cation last spring, all of a sudden our
Senate said no way are we now going
to pass START II, because the Duma
did what the administration did not do.
They attached the protocols to the
ABM treaty, as additions to the
START II treaty, something that we
would never accept in this country.

It is no wonder the Russians do not
trust us. If I were in Russia today, I
would not trust America’s intentions
in missile defense either. It is time to
get beyond that. We can, in fact, re-
build a trust that we have lost and let
the Russians know that missile defense
is not about backing them into a cor-
ner.

Missile defense is for Americans, for
Europeans, for Russians, and for all
peaceloving people on the face of the
Earth.
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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) is recognized during morning
hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, Presi-
dent Bush will outline today his plan
for national missile defense. I reserve
judgment until I hear the speech, but I
have been following SDI and NMD, Na-
tional Missile Defense, for years; and I
have a few thoughts of mine that I
want to share with the House, for
whatever they may be worth.

I think National Missile Defense,
NMD, is worth pursuing, and if it
works, I think it is worth deploying.
But we have not proved that it works,
not yet. In fact, after spending more
than $60 billion on missile defense, we
have learned as much about its limits
as about its potential. Every form of
defense we have explored at great ex-
pense has been found to be an Achilles
heel of one sort or another. Boost-
phase interceptors can be thwarted by
fast-burn boosters or ablative covers.
Space-based systems, whether they are
lasers or kinetic interceptors move in
fixed orbits and can easily be targeted
and taken out. Sea-based systems are
constrained by an obvious factor, the
finite space availability on ships avail-
able.

We for now settle on ground-based,
mid-course interceptors, which I con-
sider to be our clear first choice, the
right way to go, but I will be first to
tell you that the problem of discrimi-
nating warheads from decoys and chaff
is a daunting problem that is a long
way from being resolved.

We have spent 18 years and $60 billion
since Mr. Reagan made his speech; and
if we have learned anything, it is that
missile defense is not likely to render
nuclear weapons impotent and obso-
lete. It may enhance deterrence, I be-
lieve it will; but it is not likely to re-
place deterrence.

There is, however, a threat, a threat
of an unauthorized or accidental at-
tack, a threat of a rogue attack, exist-
ing and emerging, and I think it would
be wise to have a missile defense sys-
tem to meet that threat. But we have
to recognize, we have to be realistic
and recognize that a rogue or unau-
thorized attack can well come in an
unconventional manner and probably
will, rather than by missile with the
sender’s signature written all over it,
and that threat, the threat of nuclear
weapons in the hands of parties
undeterred by our ability to strike
back, is a very real threat best opted at
its source.

If we strike ahead to defiantly on our
own abrogate the ABM treaty and de-
ploy any defense systems that we want
to deploy, we may very well jeopardize
the arms control measures that make
us secure and make ourself less secure
rather than more.

Now, I think that ground-based inter-
ceptors are the first right step. We
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